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DETAILED ACTION 

• This action is responsive to the following communication: an Amendment filed on 
10/7/05. 

• Claims 1,4-14 and 17-25 are pending in the present application. Claims 2-3 and 
15-16 are canceled. Claims 1, 4-5, 10-14, 17-18 and 22-25 are amended. New 
claims 31 and 32 are added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,4-6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21,24 and 25 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair in view of Takahashi (JP 07273957). 

Regarding claim 1, AuClair discloses in a multifunction peripheral (MFP) device 
with a plurality of components (figs. 1-5, electrophotographic printing machine is an 
MFP since it can print and copy), a method for adaptively allocating random access 
memory (RAM), (col. 8, lines 41-45) the method comprising: supplying an interface (fig. 
5, user interface Ul 14); and in response to interface prompts, selecting the allocation of 
RAM for MFP functions selected from the group consisting of a document format (fig. 1 , 
system 100, block 122 shows the determination of the number of reused fonts in the 
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font cache associated with the printer, i.e., fonts type are associated with document 
type). 

AuClair does not disclose expressly allocation of RAM based on MFP 
component, where the component is selected from the group consisting of a fax, 
scanner, printer and copier. 

Takahashi discloses allocation of RAM based on MFP component (fig. 2, 
external view of image formation storage, detail description of the invention, paragraphs 
97-107, for example at start up 8MB is assign to each function, i.e., electronic sort 
(copy) or fax however when memory run short allocation or adjustment can be made to 
the copy to make it 12 MB and fax 4 MB, see fig. 14), where the component is selected 
from the group consisting of a fax, scanner, printer and copier. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the invention of Auclair in view of Takahashi for the following 
reason: by being able to allocate memory between MFP components such as a copier 
and a fax machine it allows the memory to be used more effectively since the memory 
can be shared among components (detail description, paragraph 7). 

Regarding claim 4, the combination (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses the 
method of claim 1 , wherein selecting the allocation of Ram for the document format 
includes selecting the allocation of Ram for a document format selected from the group 
including post scripts (PS) documents, printer control language (PCL) documents, 
tagged image file format (TIFF) documents, and portable document format (PDF) 
documents (fig.1 system 100, block 122 shows the determination of the number of 
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reused fonts in the font cache associated with the printer, i.e., fonts type are associated 
with document type. Typically, in PostScript and/or PCL emulation language printers, 
fonts are communicated to the printer according to the outlined, definitions of those 
fonts (col. 7, lines 34-39). AuClair further states that the amount of memory allocated to 
the font cache can therefore have an important effect on the overall efficiency of the 
printer. As such, the font cache management enabled by the system 100 of the present 
invention can have an important effect on the efficiency of the printer (col. 7 lines 48- 
58)). 

Regarding claim 5, the combination discloses the method of claim 1 wherein 
supplying an interface includes supplying a graphical user interface (GUI) to present 
RAM allocation options (inherently touch screen allows the user to response to interface 
prompts and that it is a GUI); and, wherein selecting the allocation of RAM for MFP 
functions in response to interface prompts includes allocating portions of RAM in 
response to GUI prompts (AuClair, col. 3, lines 39-45) (Takahashi, fig. 14). 

Regarding claim 6, the combination discloses the method of claim 5 in which the 
MFP has a front panel display; and, wherein supplying an interface includes supplying a 
GUI on the MFP front panel to present RAM allocation options (col. 3, lines 38-39). 

Regarding claim 8, the combination discloses the method of claim 5 further 
comprising: establishing predetermined ranges to limit each RAM allocation; and, 
wherein selecting the allocation of RAM for MFP functions includes allocating portions 
of RAM to respective MFP functions within the range of established allocation limits 
(Takahashi, detail description, paragraphs 110-117). 
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Regarding claim 9, the combination discloses the method of claim 5 wherein 
supplying a GUI to present RAM allocation options includes presenting a memory 
configuration table cross-referencing MFP functions to their respective RAM memory 
allocations (Takahashi, detail description, paragraph 31, managed table 33f). 

Regarding claim 12, the combination discloses the method of claim 1 with 
continued reference to fig. 3, a user may upload diskette 330 into a drive 340 included 
with or connected to IPS 12. Processor 345 of IPS 12 may then download to or upload 
for a printer usage determinations and buffer size, duplicate buffer and recovered 
memory reassignment change parameter profiles and/or implementation schemes (col. 
9, lines 44-51). 

Regarding claim 13, the combination discloses the method of claim 1 wherein a 
display list data storage location having a predetermined size (col. 10, line 30-31). 

Regarding claim 14, AuClair discloses in a multifunction peripheral (MFP) device 
with a plurality of components (figs. 1-5, electrophotographic printing machine is an 
MFP since it can print and copy), a system for adaptively allocating random access 
memory (RAM), (col. 8, lines 41-45) the method comprising: supplying an interface (fig. 
5, user interface Ul 14); and in response to interface prompts, selecting the allocation of 
RAM for MFP functions selected from the group consisting of a document format (fig. 1 , 
system 100, block 122 shows the determination of the number of reused fonts in the 
font cache associated with the printer, i.e., fonts type are associated with document 
type). 
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AuClair does not disclose expressly allocation of RAM based on MFP 
component, where the component is selected from the group consisting of a fax, 
scanner, printer and copier. 

Takahashi discloses allocation of RAM based on MFP component (fig. 2, 
external view of image formation storage, detail description of the invention, paragraphs 
97-107, for example at start up 8MB is assign to each function, i.e., electronic sort 
(copy) or fax however when memory run short allocation or adjustment can be made to 
the copy to make it 12 MB and fax 4 MB, see fig. 14), where the component is selected 
from the group consisting of a fax, scanner, printer and copier. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the invention of Auclair in view of Takahashi for the following 
reason: by being able to allocate memory between MFP components such as a copier 
and a fax machine it allows the memory to be used more effectively since the memory 
can be shared among components (detail description, paragraph 7). 

Regarding claim 17, the combination discloses the system of claim 14, wherein 
the interface supplies prompts for selecting the allocation of RAM for a document format 
selected from the group including post script (PS) documents, printer control language 
(PCL) documents, tagged image file format (TIFF) documents, and portable document 
format (PDF) documents (fig.1 system 100, block 122 shows the determination of the 
number of reused fonts in the font cache associated with the printer, i.e., fonts type are 
associated with document type. Typically, in PostScript and/or PCL emulation language 
printers, fonts are communicated to the printer according to the outlined, definitions of 
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those fonts (col. 7, lines 34-39). AuClair further states that the amount of memory 
allocated to the font cache can therefore have an important effect on the overall 
efficiency of the printer. As such, the font cache management enabled by the system 
100 of the present invention can have an important effect on the efficiency of the printer 
(col.7 lines 48-58)). 

Regarding claim 18, the combination discloses the system of claim 14 further 
comprising: an MFP front panel display; wherein the interface is a graphical user 
interface (GUI) to present RAM allocation options on the display (inherently touch 
screen allows the user to response to interface prompts and that it is a GUI); and, 
wherein the allocator allocates RAM for MFP functions in response to GUI prompts on 
the display (AuClair, col. 3, lines 39-45) (Takahashi, fig. 14). 

Regarding claim 20, the combination discloses the system of claim 17 wherein 
the allocator operates within predetermined ranges to limit each RAM allocation 
(Takahashi, detail description, paragraphs 110-117). 

Regarding claim 21 , the combination discloses the system of claim 17 wherein 
the interface presents a memory configuration table GUI cross-referencing MFP 
functions to their respective RAM allocations; and, wherein the allocator allocates RAM 
for MFP functions in response to the memory configuration table GUI (Takahashi, detail 
description, paragraph 31, managed table 33f). 

Regarding claim 24, the combination discloses the system of claim 14 with 
continued reference to fig. 3, a user may upload diskette 330 into a drive 340 included 
with or connected to IPS 12. Processor 345 of IPS 12 may then download to or upload 
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for a printer usage determinations and buffer size, duplicate buffer and recovered 
memory reassignment change parameter profiles and/or implementation schemes (col. 
9, lines 44-51). 

Regarding claim 25, the combination discloses the system of claim 14 wherein a 
display list data storage location having a predetermined size (col. 10, line 30-31). 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair 
and Takahashi in view of Venkatraman et al (U.S. 5956487). 

The combination of (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses that a network of one or 
more personal computers (PC) is shown interfacing/in communication with IPS (col. 3, 
lines 29-30). 

The combination does not disclose expressly an embedded web server in the 
electrophotographic printing machine. 

Venkatraman discloses that when Web access functionality is embedded in a 
device it provides and enables low cost widely accessible and enhanced user interface 
functions for the device (col. 2, lines 1 3-1 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the combination as per teaching of Venkatrama because 
of the following reason: it is low cost, and would enhance user interface functions and 
device (col. 2, line 14) management which is a stated objective of AuClair (Col. 2, lines 
33-41). 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair 
and Takahashi in view of Mahmound et al (U.S. 6785746). 
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The combination (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses that a user can allocate (fig.4 
controller) memory for the electrophotographic printing machine. 

The combination does not disclose expressly that a user must reboot the system 
in order for memory to assign to the proper components. 

Mahmound discloses that the computer reboots because without 
rebooting, the system is not able to utilize the new information inputted into the 
EEPROM memory (col.9, lines 20-24). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
to modify the combination as per teaching of Mahmound because of the following 
reason: by rebooting the MFP device of AuClair the new distribution of the RAM 
allocation which is inputted by the operator is the new information inputted into the RAM 
memory would take place, thus causing the system configuration demanded by AuClair. 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair 
and Takahashi in view of Bitar et al (U.S. 6353844). 

The combination (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses a system may base historical 
memory/printer usage data on a sample of the most recent uses of the system. 

The combination does not disclose expressly that a user can prioritize the MFP 
function in event of memory contention. 

Bitar discloses that resources such as CPUs and memory can be allocated for 
each batch jobs (col. 1 1 , line 32), wherein batch jobs within the critical batch job class 
are assigned higher priority than batch jobs within the non-critical batch job class (col. 
13, lines 10-24). Critical job can borrow resources when needed to complete the job on 
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time. In this way a system that employ this method can improves the response time 
and can complete the job faster, because of the more efficient use to the resources 
(col. 11, lines 45-48). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the combination as per teaching of Bitar because by allocating 
additional resources such as CPUs and memory to higher priority function would 
improve response time of the printer. Thus, achieving the objective of AuClair, which is 
to optimize printing efficiency. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair 
and Takahashi in view of Venkatraman et al (U.S. 5956487). 

The combination (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses disclose that a network of 
one or more personal computers (PC) is shown interfacing/in communication with IPS 
(col.3, lines 29-30). 

The combiantion does not disclose expressly an embedded web server in the 
electrophotographic printing machine. 

Venkatraman discloses that when Web access functionality is embedded in a 
device it provides and enables low cost widely accessible and enhanced user interface 
functions for the device (col. 2, lines 13-19). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify the combination as per teaching of Venkatrama because 
of the following reason: it is low cost, and would enhance user interface functions and 
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device (col. 2, line 14) management which is a stated objective of AuClair (col. 2, lines 
33-41). 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair 
and Takahashi in view of Mahmound et al (U.S. 6785746). 

The combination (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses that a user can allocate (fig.4 
controller) memory for the electrophotographic printing machine. 

The combination does not disclose expressly that a user must reboot the system 
in order for memory to assign to the proper components. 

Mahmound discloses that the computer reboots because without 
rebooting, the system is not able to utilize the new information inputted into the 
EEPROM memory (col.9, lines 20-24). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
to modify the combination as per teaching of Mahmound to reboot the MFP device so 
that the distribution of the RAM allocation is implemented as per the information 
inputted into the RAM memory by the user. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over AuClair 
and Takahashi in view of Bitar et al (U.S. 6353844). 

The combination (AuClair and Takahashi) discloses a system may base historical 
memory/printer usage data on a sample of the most recent uses of the system. 

The combination does not disclose expressly that a user can prioritize the MFP 
function in event of memory contention. 
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Bitar discloses that resources such as CPUs and memory can be allocated for 
each batch jobs (col. 1 1 , line 32), wherein batch jobs within the critical batch job class 
are assigned higher priority than batch jobs within the non-critical batch job class (col. 
13, lines 10-24). Critical job can borrow resources when needed to complete the job on 
time. In this way a system that employ this method can improves the response time 
and can complete the job faster, because of the more efficient use to the resources 
(col. 11, lines 45-48). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the combination as per teaching of Bitar because by allocating 
additional resources such as CPUs and memory to higher priority function would 
improve response time of the printer. Thus, achieving the objective of AuClair, which is 
to optimize printing efficiency. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, see pages 8-13, filed 10/07/05, with respect to the 
rejection(s)of claim(s) 1,4-6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 under 102(b) have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
newly found prior art references due to newly amended limitations as cited in claims 1 , 
4-6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 24 and 25 

Regarding claims 1, 4-6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 17, 18, 20, 21, 24 and 25, the applicant 
argued the cited prior art (U.S. Patent No. 5,659,670 to AuClair) fail to teach and or/ 
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suggest that "MFP RAM can be allocated on the basis of MFP component such as fax, 
scanner, printer and copier". 

In response to applicant's argument Takahashi discloses allocation of RAM 
based on MFP component (fig. 2, external view of image formation storage, detail 
description of the invention, paragraphs 97-107, for example at start up 8MB is assign 
to each function, i.e., electronic sort (copy) or fax however when memory run short 
allocation or adjustment can be made to the copy to make it 12 MB and fax 4 MB, see 
fig. 14), where the component is selected from the group consisting of a fax, scanner, 
printer and copier. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify the invention of Auclair in view of Takahashi for the following 
reason: by being able to allocate memory between MFP components such as a copier 
and a fax machine it allows the memory to be used more effectively since the memory 
can be shared among components (detail description, paragraph 7). 

In respond to claim 7, 10, 1 1, 19, 22 and 23 which depends from claims 1 and 
14, they inherit the deficiency of the claims 1 and 14 discussed above. 

Contact Information 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew H. Lam whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8569. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (9:30-6:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David K. Moore can be reached on (571) 272-7437. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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